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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -35 of application 1 0/006596 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent 

3. Claim 1-4, 8, 10-15, 19, 21-28, 32, 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as 
being anticipated by Darty (US006173440B1). 

4. As per claims 1,12, 23, and 25, Darty discloses the following steps: 
Providing an abstraction matrix that describes the software component, the 

abstraction matrix comprising at least one test case scenario and mapped expected 
results therefore (abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated text; Figure 6 
-"commercial diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "capture design in CAD", "analysis", 
"select test point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and associated text; Figure 8 
and associated text; Figure 10 - "establish test points and perform design analysis for 
testability", "generate knowledge base of design", and associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 
3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, software block diagram, test points, and 
expected values)), 

Testing the software component using test cases to generate test results 
(abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated text; Figure 6 - "commercial 
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diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "select test point locations", and associated text; 
Figure 7 and associated text; Figure 8 and associated text; Figure 9 and associated 
text; Figure 10 - "execute software and real time diagnostics", "process failure data and 
determine corrective action", "software verified and validated", and associated text; col. 
2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to test points, blocks of code, execution of the 
software code)), and 

Evaluating the test results using the abstraction matrix, the evaluating including 
comparing a test case employed in the testing to the at least one test case scenario of 
the abstraction matrix and if a match is found, comparing the test result for that test 
case with the mapped expected result therefore in the abstraction matrix (abstract; 
Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated text; Figure 6 - "commercial diagnostic 
analysis tool" (emphasis), "select test point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and 
associated text; Figure 8 and associated text (emphasis added to "select software "test 
points", "analyze testability of software design", "does the design meet testability 
requirement", and "redesign software to correct failures"); Figure 9 and associated text 
(emphasis added to "write software code to determine pass/fail for each test point in 
each operational mode", "run software and determine pass/fail data for each test point", 
"are there any failures of any test points?" execute diagnostics for fault isolation using 
knowledge base as model", and "diagnostic results with isolated faults"); Figure 10 - 
"execute software and real time diagnostics", "process failure data and determine 
corrective action", "software verified and validated", and associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 
3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, test points, blocks of code, execution of the 
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software code, expected values, actual values, comparison of actual values of the test 
points to expected values of the test points)). 

5. As per claims 2, 13, and 26, Darty discloses step for automatically evaluating the 
test results using the abstraction matrix (abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and 
associated text; Figure 6 - "commercial diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "select test 
point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and associated text; Figure 8 and 
associated text (emphasis added to "select software "test points", "analyze testability of 
software design", "does the design meet testability requirement", and "redesign software 
to correct failures"); Figure 9 and associated text (emphasis added to "write software 
code to determine pass/fail for each test point in each operational mode", "run software 
and determine pass/fail data for each test point", "are there any failures of any test 
points?" execute diagnostics for fault isolation using knowledge base as model", and 
"diagnostic results with isolated faults"); Figure 10 - "execute software and real time 
diagnostics", "process failure data and determine corrective action", "software verified 
and validated", and associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to functional 
model, test points, blocks of code, execution of the software code, expected values, 
actual values, comparison of actual values of the test points to expected values of the 
test points)). 

6. As per claims 3, 14, and 27, Darty discloses prior to said testing, deriving at least 
some test cases from the at least one test case scenario of the abstraction matrix 
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(abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated text; Figure 6 - "commercial 
diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "select test point locations", and associated text; 
Figure 7 and associated text; Figure 8 and associated text (emphasis added to "select 
software "test points", "analyze testability of software design", "does the design meet 
testability requirement", and "redesign software to correct failures"); Figure 9 and 
associated text (emphasis added to "write software code to determine pass/fail for each 
test point in each operational mode", "run software and determine pass/fail data for 
each test point", "are there any failures of any test points?" execute diagnostics for fault 
isolation using knowledge base as model", and "diagnostic results with isolated faults"); 
Figure 10 - "execute software and real time diagnostics", "process failure data and 
determine corrective action", "software verified and validated", and associated text; col. 
2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, test points, blocks of code, 
execution of the software code, expected values, actual values, comparison of actual 
values of the test points to expected values of the test points)). 

7. As per claims 4, 15, and 28, Darty discloses that the software component 
comprises multiple states and that the abstraction matrix comprises multiple test case 
scenarios, each test case scenario being associated with a different state of the 
software component (abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated text; 
Figure 6 - "commercial diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "capture design in CAD", 
"analysis", "select test point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and associated 
text; Figure 8 and associated text; Figure 9 and associated text; Figure 10 - "establish 
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test points and perform design analysis for testability", "generate knowledge base of 
design", and associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, 
software block diagram, test points, expected values, actual values)). 

8. As per claims 8, 19, and 32, Darty discloses that the providing comprises 
creating the abstraction matrix from a functional specification of the software component 
(abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated text; Figure 6 - "commercial 
diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "capture design in CAD", "analysis", "select test 
point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and associated text; Figure 8 and 
associated text; Figure 10 - "establish test points and perform design analysis for 
testability", "generate knowledge base of design", and associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 
3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, software block diagram, test points, and 
expected values)). 

9. As per claims 10, 21 , and 34, Darty discloses that testing of the software 
component is based on layers of the software component, and wherein the evaluating 
comprises evaluating the test results for at least one layer of the software component 
using the abstraction matrix (abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated 
text; Figure 6 - "commercial diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "capture design in 
CAD", "analysis", "select test point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and 
associated text; Figure 8 and associated text (emphasis added to "select software "test 
points", "analyze testability of software design", "does the design meet testability 
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requirement", and "redesign software to correct failures"); Figure 9 and associated text 
(emphasis added to "write software code to determine pass/fail for each test point in 
each operational mode", "run software and determine pass/fail data for each test point", 
"are there any failures of any test points?" execute diagnostics for fault isolation using 
knowledge base as model", and "diagnostic results with isolated faults"); Figure 10 - 
"execute software and real time diagnostics", "process failure data and determine 
corrective action", "software verified and validated", "establish test points and perform 
design analysis for testability", "generate knowledge base of design", and associated 
text; col. 2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, software block diagram, 
test points, blocks of code, execution of the software code, expected values, actual 
values, comparison of actual values of the test points to expected values of the test 
points)). 

10. As per claims 1 1, 22, and 35, Darty discloses that the providing comprises 
providing the abstraction matrix to include at least one test case scenario for each layer 
of the software component (abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22, 24, and associated 
text; Figure 6 - "commercial diagnostic analysis tool" (emphasis), "capture design in 
CAD", "analysis", "select test point locations", and associated text; Figure 7 and 
associated text; Figure 8 and associated text; Figure 10 - "establish test points and 
perform design analysis for testability", "generate knowledge base of design", and 
associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, software 
block diagram, test points, actual values, expected values)). 
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11. As per claim 24, Darty discloses that the first computing unit and the second 
computing unit comprise a single computing unit (abstract; Figure 1 - elements 20, 22 
(emphasis added), 24, and associated text; Figure 6 and associated text; Figure 7 and 
associated text; Figure 8 and associated text; Figure 9 and associated text; Figure 10 
and associated text; col. 2:13 to col. 3:48 (emphasis added to functional model, test 
points, blocks of code, execution of the software code, expected values, actual values, 
comparison of actual values of the test points to expected values of the test points)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 5-7, 9, 16-18, 20, 29-31, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Darty (US006173440B1). 

14. As per claims 5-6, 16-17, and 29-30, Darty discloses test cases each having a 
test result which failed to match the mapped expected result therefore in a matching test 
case scenario of the abstraction matrix, test results of the failing test cases, and 
mapped expected results from the abstraction matrix for the failing test cases (see 
rejection of claims 1,12, and 25). 
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Darty fails to expressly disclose the concept of an error log that includes a list 
communicating these features. 

Official notice is taken that error logs containing lists are well known in the 
computer art (e.g. Windows NT screen dump). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Darty by including an error log listing test cases 
each having a test result which failed to match the mapped expected result therefore in 
a matching test case scenario of the abstraction matrix, test results of the failing test 
cases, and mapped expected results from the abstraction matrix for the failing test 
cases. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to 
communicate information about failing test results. 

15. As per claims 7, 18, and 31 , Darty discloses creating at least one test result and 
at least one abstraction matrix, and an evaluating step that comprises automatically 
reviewing each test result by comparing its test case to the at least one test case 
scenario of the abstraction matrix (see rejection of claims 1,12, and 25). 

Darty fails to expressly disclose that files contain the test results and the at least 
one abstraction matrix and that the evaluating step comprises automatically reviewing 
the files. 

Official notice is taken that files and the step of automatically reviewing them are 
well known in the computer art (e.g. Norton Antivirus virus scan). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Darty by including the creation of at least one 
test results file and at least one abstraction matrix file and a step for automatically 
reviewing these files in the evaluating step. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to 
store the test results and at least one abstraction matrix. 

16. As per claims 9, 20, and 33, Darty discloses the execution of test cases, the 
successful execution of at least one test case, and the unsuccessful execution of test 
cases. 

Darty fails to expressly disclose the automatic extraction of test statistics 
including total numbers of these executions. 

Official notice is taken that the automatic extraction of test statistics including 
total numbers of executions is well known in the computer art (e.g. Norton Utilities). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Darty by including the step of automatically 
extracting test statistics including a total number of test cases executed, and at least 
one of a total number of test cases successfully executed or a total number of test 
cases unsuccessfully executed. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to 
convey the results of tests. 
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Conclusion 



17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Curcio whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8887. The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday through Friday from 7 am to 
5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam, can be reached on Tuesday through Friday from 7:30 am to 
4:30 pm and on alternate Mondays from 7:30 am to 4:30 pm. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). AkA 
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